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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to application 09/894331 filed on June 28 th 2001 . Claims 6, 7,13-1 5, 
21, 25, 28-43 have been cancelled by the Applicants. Claims 1-5, 8-12, 16-20, 22-24, 26, and 27 
are presented for examination. 

Specification 

2. The attempt to incorporate subject matter into this application by reference to a related copending 
divisional application (see Amendments To The Specification, dated January 31 st 2005, page 2 
under section Cross-Reference To Related Applications) is improper because it does not include 
the serial number and the filing date for the referenced application. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

3. The lengthy specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to determine the 
presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is requested in correcting any 
errors of which applicant may become aware in the specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

4. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or 
composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, 
subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 

5. Claims 1-5, 8-12, 16-20, 22-24, 26, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim 1 

Merely claimed as "a system for parsing XML, the system comprising: a scanner that parses an 
XML stream .... a reader that selectively pulls the XML item .... a retriever that retrieves information it 
does not constitute a tangible statutory machine since all elements or features of the claimed "system" 
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can be implemented in software alone or done by a person as a mental step (abstract idea). Such claim 
constitutes "nonfunctional descriptive material" which cannot exhibit any functional interrationship with the 
way in which computing processes are performed. This type of "descriptive material" is nonstatutory 
when claimed as nonfunctional descriptive material perse. Warmerdam, 33 F.3d at 1360, 31 USPQ2d at 
1759. Furthermore, data structures and computer programs not claimed as embodied in computer- 
readable media are descriptive material perse and are not statutory because they are not capable of 
causing functional change in the computer. Warmerdam, 33 F.3d at 1361, 31 USPQ2d at 1760. MPEP 
2106(IV)(B)(1)(b) 

Claims 2-5, 8-12 

Claims recite nonfunctional descriptive materials, which fail to further limit the "system" of claim 1 
to a tangible system/machine, thus are subject the same rejection as cited in claim 1 . 

Claim 16 

Merely claimed as "a method for parsing XML ...", claim does not constitute a statutory 
method/process wherein the steps of the method require the use of hardware (i.e., computer- 
implemented method) to accomplish the steps. The claim is merely a manipulation of abstract ideas or 
concepts, or rather, a set of instructions (program) capable of being executed by a computer, however, 
without a computer needed to realize the program's functionality, the program or the instructions 
themselves are not a process, thus constitute nonstatutory nonfunctional descriptive material. This type 
of "descriptive material" is nonstatutory when claimed as nonfunctional descriptive material perse. 
Warmerdam, 33 F.3d at 1360, 31 USPQ2d at 1759. Furthermore, data structures and computer 
programs not claimed as embodied in computer-readable media are descriptive material perse and are 
not statutory because they are not capable of causing functional change in the computer. Warmerdam, 
33 F.3d at 1361, 31 USPQ2d at 1760. MPEP 2106 (IV)(B)(1)(b). 



Claims 17-20, 22-24, 26 
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Claims recite nonfunctional descriptive materials, which fail to further limit the "method" of claim 
16 to a statutory process, thus are subject the same rejection as cited in claim 16. 

Claim 27 

Claimed as "a computer readable medium storing computer executable instructions for a method 
for parsing XML it is considered nonstatutory since the claimed "medium" is not limited to tangible 
media. The specification defines "computer readable medium" as including intangible media such as 
carrier waves incapable of being touched or perceived absent of the tangible medium through which they 
are conveyed (see Specification, dated June 28 th 2001: computer readable media, communication media, 
page 26 lines 25-26; communication media, carrier wave page 27 lines 2-4). 

Claim Objections 

6. Claim 8 is objected to because of the following informalities: it refers to base claim 7, which has 
been cancelled. Appropriate correction is required. For compact prosecution of the claims, 
limitation "the system of claim 7" has been changed to --"the system of claim 1"-. 

7. Claim 1 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: grammatical error in the phrase "at 
least on part" cited in line 2. The word "on" should be changed to -"in"--. 

8. Claim 12 is objected to because of the following informalities: grammatical error in the phrase 
"where at least one of ... are an object". The word "are" should be changed to -"is"--. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

9. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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10. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

Claim 26 recites the limitation "the state machine" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for 
the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), 
by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a 
patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty 
defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application 
filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United States and 
was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

12. Claims 1-5, 8, 10-12, 16-20, 22-24, 26, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Cseri et al. (US 2003/0046317), hereinafter, Cseriet a/.. 

Claim 1 

Cseri et al. teach a system (e.g., see FIG.1 & associated text;) for parsing XML (e.g., see XML 
parser 310 FIG.2 & associated text; see XML parser 310a FIG.3A & associated text; see 460, 470 FIG.4B 
& associated text; see parsing, XML documents para. [001 4]), the system comprising: 

o A scanner that parses an XML stream (e.g., see xml 250 FIGS.3A.3B & associated text; see 
streaming access para. [001 6]) to locate at least one XML token (e.g., see tokenization 
para. [0004]; see tokenizing, tokens para. [0006]; see XML tokens para. [01 23]) associated with an 
XML item (e.g., see elements, attributes para. [0004]; see tag, attribute para. [0006]); 
o A reader that selectively pulls the XML item from the XML stream (e.g., para.[0004]-[0005]; see 
parsing of data para. [0006]); and 
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o A retriever that retrieves information associated with the pulled XML item (e.g., see 490 FIG.4B & 
associated text; see receiving application or program para. [0005]). 

Claim 2 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Cseri et al. further teach wherein the XML item is one 
of a start token, an end token, markup, content, an entity reference, an external reference, an element, a 
tag, a character data, an attribute, a CDATA section, a comment and a processing instruction (e.g., see 
elements, attributes para. [0004]; see XML tag para. [01 25]). 

Claim 3 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Cseri et al. further teach a checker that determines 
whether the pulled XML item is well-formed (e.g., see grammar, well-formed para. [0033]; see XHTML 
para. [0043]; see parser, violation of XML rules para. [0057]; see well-formedness para. [0058]). 

Claim 4 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Cseri et al. further teach a validator that determines 
whether pulled XML item is valid (e.g., see valid, DTD para. [0035]; see validation para. [0042]; see 
XHTML para. [0043]; see parser, violation of XML rules para. [0057]; see validating parser para. [0058]). 

Claim 5 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Cseri et al. further teach where the scanner facilitates 
navigating a virtual node in a stream of XML nodes (e.g., see DOM para. [0027]-[0029]), and resolves an 
external reference in the XML stream (e.g., see DTD, pointer to a URL para. [0058]). 



Claim 8 
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The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Cseri et al. further teach where the reader selectively 
pulls an XML node from the stream of XML nodes based, at least in part, on data provided to the reader 
by a parse requestor (e.g., see DOM para.[0027]-[0029]). 

Claim 10 

The rejection of base claim 3 is incorporated. Cseri et al. further teach where the checker determines 
whether the pulled XML item is well-formed base, at least in part, on comparing the pulled XML item to 
one or more syntax documents (e.g., see grammar, well-formed para. [0033]). 

Claim 11 

The rejection of base claim 4 is incorporated. Cseri et al. further teach where the validator 
determines whether the pulled XML item is valid base, at least on part, on comparing the XML item to one 
or more DTD, schema, and external data representation documents (e.g., see valid, XML schema, DTD 
para. [0035]; see XML Schemas, XHTML para.[0043]; see DTD para.[0058]). 

Claim 12 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Cseri et al. further teach where at least on of the 
scanner, the reader and the retriever is an object (e.g., see Tokenizer 210b FIG.4A & associated text; see 
XML parser 310a, 310b FIG.4B & associated text; see computer-executable instructions, program 
modules, objects para. [0020]). 

Claim 16 

Cseri et al. teach a method for parsing XML, the method comprising: 

o Instantiating a pull model parser (e.g., see XML parser 310 FIG. 2 & associated text; see XML 
parser 310a FIG.3A & associated text; see XML parser 31 Ob, 310 FIG.3B & associated text; (e.g., 
see parser, use by any application, process, device para. [0062]); 



Application/Control Number: 09/894,331 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2122 

Cseriet al. do not expressly disclose establishing a state (i.e., initial state position) associated with the 
pull model parser, that is to say, having associated a state machine with the pull model parser. However, 
these features are deemed to be inherent in the teaching of Cseri et al. because a computing device or a 
computer where the parser resides is considered to be a state machine associated with the parser 
wherein each machine instruction [received from the parser code] is input that changes (i.e., updating or 
repositioning) one or more states (i.e., established initial state position) and may cause other 
actions/events to take place. Furthermore, each computer's data register stores a state. The ROM from 
which a boot program is loaded stores a state (the boot program itself is an initial state). The operating 
system is itself a state and each application (i.e., parser) that runs begins with some initial state that may 
change as it begins to handle input (i.e., XML stream). Thus, in view of the forgoing discussion, Cseri et 
al. clearly teach 

o Establishing a state (i.e., initial state position within the state machine), that is to say, having 
associated the state machine with the pull model parser (e.g., see Receiving Device 300 
FIGS.2,3A,3B & associated text; see computing device FIG.1 & associated text); 

o Accepting a parse request (e.g., see parser, use by any application, process, device para. [0062]); 

o Selectively pulling an XML item based, at least in part, on the parse request (e.g., para. [0004]- 
[0005]; see parsing of data para. [0006]); and 

o Updating the state based on the selectively pulled XML item (see above discussion). 

Claims 17-20 

Claims recite limitations, which have been addressed in claims 3, 10, 4, and 11 respectively, 
therefore, are rejected for the same reasons as cited in claims 3, 10, 4, and 11. 



Claim 22 

The rejection of base claim 16 is incorporated, 
model parser comprises: 



Cseri et al. further teach where instantiating the pull 
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o Associating a stream with the pull model parser (e.g., see XML 250 FIGS.3A f 3B & associated 
text); and 

o Initializing a scanner adapted to facilitate navigating within the stream (e.g., see Tokenizer 210b 
FIG.4A & associated text; see XML parser 310a, 310b FIG.4B & associated text). 

Claim 23 

The rejection of base claim 16 is incorporated. Claim recites limitations, which have been addressed 
in claim 16, therefore, is rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 16. 

Claim 24 

The rejection of base claim 16 is incorporated. Cseri et al. further teach where selectively pulling an 
XML item further comprises: 

o Positioning a virtual node over an XML node within a stream of input XML nodes (e.g., see DOM 
para.[0027]-[0029]); and 

o Selectively extracting an XML item from the XML node over which the virtual node is positioned 

(e.g., see DOM para.[0027]-[0029]); and 
o Resolving an external reference in the XML item (e.g., see DTD, pointer to a URL para. [0058]). 

Claim 26 

The rejection of base claim 16 is incorporated. Claim recites limitations, which have been addressed 
in claim 16, therefore, is rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 16. 

Claim 27 

Cseri et al. teach a computer readable medium (e.g., see FIG.1 & associated text; see computer- 
executable instructions, program modules, devices para. [0020]) storing computer executable instructions 
for a method for parsing XML, the method comprising: 

o Operably connecting a pull model parser and a state machine (see sfafe machine claim 16); 
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o Establishing an initial state in the state machine (see state position claim 16); 
o Accepting a parse request (see claim 16); 

o Selectively pulling an XML item identified in the parse request (see claim 16); 

o Maintaining the state machine in response to one or more events associated with parsing and/or 
pulling the pulled XML item (see claim 16); 

o Checking the pulled XML item to determine whether it is well-formed (e.g., see grammar, well- 
formed para,[0033]; see XHTML para. [0043]; see parser, violation of XML rules para. [0057]; see 
well-formedness para. [0058]); and 

o Checking the pulled XML item to determine whether it is valid (e.g., see valid, DTD para.[0035]; 
see validation para. [0042]; see XHTML para. [0043]; see parser, violation of XML rules 
para. [0057]; see validating parser para. [0058]). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

13. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

14. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Cseri et al in view of 
Houben et al. (US 2002/0147745), hereinafter, Houben et al.. 



Claim 9 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Cseri et al. do not expressly disclose the retriever 
exposes data model and/or Infoset information associated with the pulled XML item. However, Houben et 
al. disclose a method of parsing XML (e.g., see DOM, XML parser para. [00 15]) wherein the retriever 
exposes data model and/or Infoset information associated with an XML item (e.g., see DOM, internal data 
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structure 1805, infoset para. [0055]). Cseri et al. and Houben et al. are analogous art because they are 
both directed to XML parsers. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the pertinent art at 
the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Houben et al. into that of Cseri et al. for 
the inclusion of exposing the Infoset information. And the motivation for doing so would have been to 
enable manipulation of the XML document (e.g., adding and deleting nodes and leaf elements of the XML 
document) by software objects (via exposed methods for operation on the infoset such as add and delete 
methods) (e.g., see add method 1815, delete method 1820 para. [0055]). 



Conclusion 

15. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 



16. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Chrystine Pham whose telephone number is 571-272-3702. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 8:30am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q Dam can be reached on 571-272-3695. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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